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o RE: Céﬁin_iehts for pfopt}éed rulm of the ConservatlonSecunty Prégram (CSP) . N : co |
" The R_iéhland Soil Cdﬁéefvati(:)n.Dis_u'iét' would like to 'expféss cc}né_e:né.regéiding.thé"ﬁrbploéed .i'ules_'o_f fhe -
o o ! o :

- Conservation Security Program (CSP).. We donot believe the proposed rules, as currently written, follow the -
fmient ofthe legislation. Thére are three issues in the proposed rule that are most troubling for our distriet..

The ral S 1 ‘ ranchers as e .
he 2003 omnibus appropriation bill applied a 3.8 billion doltar cap to the program, and while this was recently -
- changed by the 2004 omnibus appropriation, we still believe additional changes are needed. It is essential for . L

" NRCS to develop, release and seek comment on a supplement to the rule based on CSP as an uncapped - ..

- thotypes of practices eligible for paymerr,

 2) The pirogram is not available to farmers and ranchérs nafionwide. CSP was irtended to be anationwide - ..

. program, Therule statcs that NRCS will identify and offer CSP only in high priority watersheds, chosen at the ;

. (inchuding cropland, grassland, prairie land, improved pasture land, and rangeland), land under the jurisdiction of .
. anIndian Tribe (as defined by the Secretary), and forested land that is an incidental part of an agricultural .- . "
. -Operation.” There is not a reference to giving preferences to producers within a Watershed. There is 4 need fora’ o

. supplement to the rule to remove the watershed limitation.” - oo aneedfora

- 3) The rule proposes that parcels of land for which the producer can not demonstrate control of the land -
- for five or more years will not be eligible for CSP payinents.  However, the land is required to be maintained
"+ - at the same conservation standard as the rest of the operation, and the land is conisidered within the area of the =~ -
' contract. ‘Therefore, failure to maintain the standard would result in contract violation. In addition, many farmers
inour district do not own the land they operate and it is difficult for them to obtain lease agreement for longer .
. than'a five year period. As a result this requirement will severely limit the number of producers in our district.

- whowould be cligible for the program. . - ST T e e
- The CSP rule can and should réflect the intent of the legislation. We urge USDA and NRCS to issue a new rule

more in-tune with the intendéd legl lation. The CSP rule slidﬂld;’egﬂébt the pat'ibnfwide,' efrgﬁlement program foF ‘ - -

- good working lands st:War;ds}ﬁp_'gs it was passed by Congress. " . ..

- 'Richland"S'Qil_ Conservation District . = .-
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February 25 2004

ATTN Mr DaVIndKaY, . S S LR TP S R R
T ;.j"__,Conservatlon Operanons D1V1810n SRS R T PR B R T I SN
; .'Washmgton D C 20013 '; SEAR

FE rj‘Dear Mr: McKay

: ;T:i'“The Prttsylva.ma Soﬂ & Water Conservatlon Dlstnct Board of Dlrectors d1scussed the
L '.,fﬁderal reglster notrce sohcmng comments f6r the- Conservafron Securrty Program at odr”
e February, 2004 meetmg “Our’ d1rectors would llke to subrmt the follong proposal for
- con31derat10n as folIows (See attached comment sheet) RN o

" ;:~ o . Item #7-_ Leveraglnﬂ CSP (page _02 column 1) NRCS iy scekmg ¢ mment S
e g _‘ on how 10 1mplement a program that ‘uses: COllaboratlon and Ieveragmg L
' . of fundsfo achreve TeSouTCe: 1mprovements on workmg agnculfural lands

L . through 1ntcnSIV6 managemen‘t act1v1tres and 1nn0vat1ve technologres

. : rall; to producers R
ho aj ‘ply approved conservatmn prachces L

'Plttsyrizanxa SWCD*
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: Comments*

and other less cap:tahzed prodneers to become eligible for CSP given the stewardsh:p

_standards to partlcrpate are also welcome

’CommentS' '-

6. 'i.'everaﬁg g CSP P (page 201, eOIum')lS) NRCS is eeehﬁg'ooinoleot onthe
opportunity to use CSP in a collaberative mode with other programs to effectively
leverage the Fede:ml conm'butlon to resource lmprovement and enhancement. '

R 7 everagi_qg CSP (page 202 eolnmn 1) NRCS is seelcmg connnent on how to

- implement a program that uses collaboration and leveraging of funds to achieve resom‘ce _
. improvements on working agneultural lands through mtenswe management aotxnﬁes and |

_ mnovatlve bechnologles. - o : R

: ‘Commen « federat Tax Credite SAm/ e atarz/ée 7>
7,

- -, E )
. . . . - A s % Yy . R

. *fCennnents

oo _-8. Envnronmental Performance, Evaluation and Accountabillg (page 202, column
. '3). NRCS welcomes comments and suggestions for designing and mxplemenhng e
. evaluation approaches, and suggestions as to what data and mformatzon would be most e
el '_usefulto enmxreahxghlevel ofaceountablhtyfor CSP R e S

o 9, Slgglficant Resource Concerns (page 203) NRCS lS proposmg to desxgnate water
* quality and soil quality as nationally significant resource concerns. NRCS requests

E ‘addltlonal pubhc connnent on the use of nanonally s:gmﬁcant resomee coricerns.
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* March 1,2004

o Davrd McKay, Conservatron Plannmg Team Leader
~ USDA-NRCS- : . _ ‘
- Conservation Operatrons Drvrsron
P.O. Box 2890
K Washrngton DC 20013—2890

'RE:._ _Con_servation Secunty Program R

'-Dear M. McKay

= 'The Headwaters Soil and Water Conservatron Drstnct’s Forestry Commlttee would Irke to .
a _provrde a comment on the proposed Conservatton Secunty Program

Our oommrttee feets that further olanfrcatron is needed in the forestry provrsrons of the
. program We are atso confused about the Forestry Standard c , :

Thank you for your consrderatron

Smcerely, _

| (,/MLLé&A/ #&Woé/cfv

Chatles Huppuch Forestry Comm:ttee Charr AR
Headwaters SWCD Sl i

e
. RichardP.Coon .
" Robert N. Whitescarver -~ -

: Ccbp '

— Representing 't'he public and providing Io.oal'l'eaderehip. injthe conServation of natUral.res'o:uroe_s‘.' —_
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. WASHINGTON COUNTY
SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

424 E, Holzhauer Drive Nashville, Hiinois 62263 618-327-3078 Ext. 3
618-327-9317 Fax

Mr. David McKay

Attention: Conservation Security Program
Conservation Planning Team Leader
Conservation Operations Division

USDA NRCS

P.O. Box 2890

Washington, DC 20013-2890

Emaﬂ david, mckav @usda gov, Attention: Conservation Security Program
Dear Mr. McKay:

We are pleased to submit comments on the proposed rule to implement the 2002 Farm
Bill Conservation Security Program. First, we applaud NRCS for developing a proposed
rule in the face of the number of leglsla‘avc changes that were made to the program
following its enactment.

We have several concerns relative to the proposed rule. We understand that during the
development of the proposed rule c‘hanges were made to the statute that altered it from
"an uncapped entitlement program to a "capped entitlement” to be funded at
approximately $3.8 billion over 10 years. Given that change, NRCS proposed a much
more limited program that would be available-only to a relatively small number of
producers in highly targeted watersheds. The proposed rule also placed significantly
Jower limits on cost-share rates and base payments than were allowed in the statute;
restricted the number and types of practices that would be eligible for payment; and
required producers to address resource concermns prior to enrolling in the program.

The enactment of the 2004 C‘onsohdated Appropriations Bill, however, restored the CSP
' to an uncapped entitlement as it was originally written. Given that fact, we strongly urge
NRCS to prepare a rule to implement the program as originally intended and without the
severe restrictions in the currently proposed rule. The principal issues that need to be

- addressed in the supplement to properly implement the CSP as an uncapped entltlement
‘include: :

» allowing open enrollment to all eligible producers nationwide with no preference




C:SP _ Page 2 of 2

for producers in targeted watersheds;

s providing the full cost-share, maintenance and base payments as provided for in
the statute; 7

« removing the limitation on the types of practices eligible for payment; and

¢ making the CSP a true rewards program by allowing producers to use CSP to
address resource concerns after enrollment.

« Make payments to producer or producers with risk in crop or livestock in
operation

o Set rental rates on a district by district basis' through a local working group with
final OK by state committee

fﬂe://ci\Document_s%ZOand%zos,etungs\cdle.Gaebe\Local%2oSettings\Temporg_xy%ggm,.
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Dear Chief Bruce I. Knight, » 2/26/04

Slease consider the following comments in finalizing the Proposed Rule for the Conservation Security
rogram. ‘

The current proposed rule looks fike an attempt to implement a potentially large (enormousj national
conservation program while under the constraint of a very restrictive spending cap.

| sincerely hope the Omnibus Appropriations bill for FY 04 passes and removes the $3.8 billion cap. Ithen
see the CSP as potentially replacing the status quo agricultural subsidy programs administered by the .
USDA FSA. The rationale is that:if the public / taxpayer / govt. / country is to give money to a farmer, they
should be able to expect something in return.(more than the farmer to simply be in business tomorrow). A
reasonable expectation is a higher level of environmental quality and stewardship.

A method to achieve this under the current rule would be allowing the farmer an option to voluntarily give up
their FSA subsidies (direct and counter cyclical payments) in exchange for equal or greater CSP payments
by achieving tier I, I, or Il requirements. This would cost the public the same or slightly more while reaping
large environmental and resource returns and providing farmers equal or greater income support.

| myself own farmiland and have always felt awkward about the subsidy checks that FSA sends me for
something that | would do anyway. The reason | am enrolled in the farm programs is to participate in the
conservation initiatives such as CRP and CREP. | would be happy to give up my direct and countercyclical
sayments in return for CSP payments because | would be able to directly connect that to tangible benefits

for myself, my neighbors, and society and | think many others would feel the same way.

Another change | would recommend is raising the technical assistance cap from 15% to 20%. For many
years Minnesota has had an effective conservation cost share program (that also uses a maximum 75%
sost share rate) that allows up to 20% of the funds fo be used for administration and technical assistance.

Thank you for your time, efforts, and consideration,

Jave Jungst, Admin stratof, Steverfé Sbil and Water Conéervatio’_n District, Morris, Minnesota

L kg e,




